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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114 was filed in this application 
after a decision by the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences, but before the filing of a 
Notice of Appeal to the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit or the commencement of a civil 
action. Since this application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114 and the 
fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the appeal has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114 and prosecution in this application has been reopened pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. 
Applicant's submission filed on 12/05/08 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 12 and 15-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Noe 
et al in the article "Comparison of Polarization Handling Methods in Coherent Optical Systems" 
in view of Islam (Patent No. US 7,136,588 Bl). 

Regarding claim 12, Noe teaches generating a polarized local signal based on receiver- 
side feedback ("LO" in Figure 9); receiving and ingress traffic signal, compensating the ingress 
traffic signal for polarization mode dispersion (see Figures 10-13; inherent in a polarization 
diversity receiver), combining the ingress traffic signal with the polarized local signal to generate 
a combined signal ("PMC" in Figure 9); splitting the combined signal into a first split signal and 
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second split signal ("PBS" in Figure 9); detecting the first split signal (upper "FE" in Figure 9); 
and detecting the second split signal (lower "FE" in claim 9). Noe differs fi-om the claimed 
invention in that Noe fails to specifically teach that the ingress traffic signal is compensated for 
polarization mode dispersion before being combined with the polarized local signal. However, 
Islam teaches that compensating an ingress traffic signal for polarization mode dispersion before 
reception at a receiver is well known in the art (reference numeral 564 in Figure 8a). One skilled 
in the art would have been motivated to compensating an ingress traffic signal for polarization 
mode dispersion before reception at receiver in order to optimize the optical signal to noise 
ration (column 22 lines 47-52 of Islam). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art at the time the invention was made to compensate an ingress traffic signal for polarization 
mode dispersion, as taught by Islam, before being combined with the polarized local signal 
taught in the receiver by Noe. 

Regarding claim 15, Noe teaches that the first split signal comprises a first component of 
the received signal (inherent in the use of the PBS of Figure 9). 

Regarding claim 16, Noe teaches that the second split signal comprises a second 
component of the received signal (inherent in the use of the PBS in Figure 9). 

Regarding claim 17, Noe teaches that the ingress traffic is optical (inherent). 

Regarding claim 18, Noe teaches that the combined signal is split by a polarization beam 
splitter ("PBS" in Figure 9). 

Regarding claim 19, Noe inherently teaches that the polarization of a first component of 
the ingress traffic signal is aligned to an axis of the polarization beam splitter (inherent in that 
separation takes place at the PBS in Figure 9). 
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Regarding claim 37, Noe teaches a means for receiving a signal, and compensating the 
ingress traffic signal for polarization mode dispersion (see Figures 10-13, inherent in polarization 
diversity receivers); a means for providing a local signal (i.e. LO in Figure 9); a means for 
controlling a polarization of the local signal to generate an appropriately polarized local signal 
(i.e. channels selector in Figure 9 as well as the feedback loop that control it), a means for 
combining the polarized local signal and received signal (i.e. PMC in Figure 9), a means for 
splitting the combined signal into a first split signal and a second split signal (i.e. PBS in Figure 
9); a means for detecting the first split signal (i.e. FE in Figure 9); a means for detecting the 
second split signal (i.e. FE in Figure 9); and a means for generating feedback to modify the local 
signal (Figure 9 of Noe). Noe differs from the claimed invention in that Noe fails to specifically 
teach that the ingress traffic signal is compensated for polarization mode dispersion before being 
combined with the polarized local signal. However, Islam teaches that compensating an ingress 
traffic signal for polarization mode dispersion before reception at a receiver is well known in the 
art (reference numeral 564 in Figure 8a). One skilled in the art would have been motivated to 
compensating an ingress traffic signal for polarization mode dispersion before reception at 
receiver in order to optimize the optical signal to noise ration (column 22 lines 47-52 of Islam). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to compensate an ingress traffic signal for polarization mode dispersion, as taught by 
Islam, before being combined with the polarized local signal taught in the receiver by Noe. 
4. Claims 14, 39-50, and 52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Noe et al in the article "Comparison of Polarization Handling Methods in Coherent Optical 
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Systems" in view of Islam as applied to claims above, and further in view of Brain et al in the 
article "Progress Towards the Field Deployment of Coherent Optical Fiber Systems." 

Regarding claim 14, 40, 45, Noe differs from the claimed invention in that Noe fails to 
specifically teach that the polarization is circular polarization. However, Brain teaches the 
ability to match the state of polarization of an incoming optical signal via the use of an 
automated polarization control system for controlling the polarization of a local light source 
(Figure 1). Brain's automated polarization control system clearly includes the ability to produce 
light having a circular polarization (e.g. "limitless range of polarization adjustment" of Brain 
page 425 right column, first paragraph). One skilled in the art would have been motivated to 
produce circular polarization with the light source of Noe in order to maximize the output of the 
IF signal at the output of the receivers (Brain page 425 right column, first paragraph). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to produce circular polarization via the polarization controller taught by Brain in the device 
ofNoe. 

Regarding claim 39, the combination of Noe and Islam differs from the claimed invention 
in that it fails to specifically teach that the signal is received by an automatic polarization 
controller. However, Brain teaches that this concept is well known in the art (i.e. polarization 
controller and PM fibre coils seen in Figure 1 of Brain). One skilled in the art would have been 
motivated to employ an automatic polarization controller in order to better match the polarization 
of the LO signal to the input data signal. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art at the time the invention was made to employ an automatic polarization confroUer in the 
combination of Noe and Islam. 
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Regarding claim 41, Noe teaches that the first split signal comprises a first component of 
the received signal (inherent in Figure 9). 

Regarding claim 42, Noe teaches that the second split signal comprises a second 
component of the received signal (inherent in Figure 9). 

Regarding claims 43, Noe teaches that the ingress traffic is optical (inherent). 

Regarding claim 44, the combination of references differs from the claimed invention in 
that it fails to specifically teach that a continuous wave laser provides the local signal. However, 
Brain in particular teaches that a continuous wave laser provides the local signal (Brain page 425 
left column, first paragraph). One skilled in the art would have been motivated to employ a 
continuous wave laser to provide the local signal in order to take advantage of the spectral 
linewidth provided by and launch power provided by these types of lasers. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to employ a 
continuous wave laser in the apparatus of the combination of Noe and Islam. 

Regarding claim 46, the combination of Noe, Islam, and Brain differs from the claimed 
invention in that it fails to specifically teach that a quarter-wave plate confrols the polarization of 
the system. However, the use of quarter-wave plates to confrol polarization is well known in the 
art. One skilled in the art would have been motivated to use a quarter-wave plate control the 
polarization of the system since they are readily available and relatively inexpensive. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to employ 
a quarter-wave plate as the polarization confroUers of the system of Noe, Islam, and Brain. 

Regarding claims 47-48, the combination of Noe, Islam, and Brain differs from the 
claimed invention in that it fails to specifically teach that the combiner is a half-mirror or a 3dB 
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splitter. However, both types of combiners are well known in the art and readily available. One 
skilled in the art would have been motivated to employ wither one in order to meet a design 
requirement or to use what was available at the time. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to employ either a half-mirror or a 3dB 
splitter in the system of Noe. 

Regarding claim 49, Noe inherently teaches that the polarization of a first component of 
the ingress traffic signal is aligned to an axis of the polarization beam splitter (inherent in that 
separation takes place at the PBS in Figure 9). 

Regarding claim 50, Noe inherently teaches that the detecting means is a photodiode 
(inherent in the detection of optical signals). 

Claim 52 recites a combination of individually rejected elements and is therefore rejected 
on the same grounds as stated above. 

Response to Arguments 
5. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Agustin Bello whose telephone number is (571) 272-3026. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Chan can be reached on (571)272-3022. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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